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Art Unit: 2815 

Claims 6, 9, 10, 11, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 6 appears to reiterate the features already claimed in claim 1 from which 
it depends and is therefore redundant. It is also unclear what is meant by a glass 
window "made of the glass for a window" this also appears redundant. 

In claims 10 the use of "precision press molding" should be better described. 
It is unclear if this is used to make the glass or attach the glass. How is this method 
being used? 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Dumesnil et al. in view of the the Admitted prior art in the instant 

disclosure on pages 1-2 

Dumesnil et al teaches the use of glass seals in semiconductor packages that 

have a linear expansion coefficient in the range of that recited in the claims (see col. 2) 

and claim 1 recites that said glass also may be formed of copper and phosphorous 

(CuO and PO). 

As the claims recitation of "made of plastic" fails to render the entire package as 
consisting of plastic but may also include certain piece parts in said package made of 
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plastic. As semiconductor packages may be include an array of components pieces 
including such materials as plastic (such as for encapsulations, underfill materials, 
coatings) and as the teachings of Dumesnil et al are relative to typical semiconductor 
packages in general it would have been therefore obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
this art that the typical package of Dumesnil would include typical components such as 
plastics (i.e. encapsulations, underfill materials, coatings etc.) which are commonly used 
for protective purposes. 

Further though Dumesnil et al fails to discuss use of glass as windows he does 
mention use of glass sealing materials in the broad sense and as glass windows and 
lenses are commonly used to seal packages it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in this art that the sealing glass of Dumesnil also includes those glass 
windows and lenses as they are commonly uses as seals as mentioned above and as 
these glass windows (i.e. lens) are further taught to by typical in the admitted prior art in 
the disclosure on pages 1-2. 

Use of temperatures in the range of those recited in claim 7 is also taught 
(col. 3, line 26). 

Claim 9 contains components that depend on the used of method of making 
characteristics (i.e. precision press molded) given no patentable weight in determining 
the patentability of the final device product. 

Note that a Aproduct by processs claim is directed to the product per se, no matter how actually made, In re Hirao 190 USPQ 15 at 
17(footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 685; In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessman, 180 USPQ 324; In re Avery, 186 
USPQ 161 and In re Marosi et al, 218 USPQ 289, all of which make it clear that it is the patentability of the final product per se 
which must be determined in Aproduct by processs claims, and not the patentability of the process, and that, as here, an old or 
obvious product produced by a new method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in Aproduct by process^ claims or not. 
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Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dumesnil et al in view of the Admitted prior art in the instant disclosure on pages 1-2 
and Hamanaka et al. 

Dumesnil et al teaches the use of glass seals in semiconductor 
packages that have a linear expansion coefficient in the range of that recited in the 
claim (see col. 2). 

Further though Dumesnil et al fails to discuss use of glass as windows he 
does mention use of glass sealing materials in the broad sense and as glass windows 
and lenses are commonly used to seal packages it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in this art that the sealing glass of Dumesnil also includes those 
glass windows and lenses as they are commonly uses as seals as mentioned above 
and as these glass windows (i.e. lens) are further taught to by typical in the admitted 
prior art in the disclosure on pages 1-2. 

Glasses or lenses may typically be produced by press molding 
Hamanaka teaches press molding of a lens or glass (i.e. col. 1 , line 44) in the 
description of the prior art relating that this method is a well known in the production of 
lens (i.e glass). As Dumesnil teaches that his device is related to typical package 
convention is would have been obvious that these typical conventions would include the 
well known use of press molding to form a glass lens. 

Use of temperatures recited in the claim is also taught (col. 3, line 26). 
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Claims 1, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10,11, 12 are rejected. 

Claims 2, 4, 5 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim 8 is considered allowable over the prior art of record. 

Nagai et al, Fine, Goto et al, Chacon et al, Keifer and Honda et al are cited to 
show use of sealing glasses in packages. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to S. V. Clark at 
telephone number (571) 272-1725. 
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